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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
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10) IEI The drawing(s) filed on 22 January 2004 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 28 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

2. . Claims 5, 8, 16, 19, and 24 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

3. As per Claims 5, 16, and 24, lines 7-8 of each claim recite, "assigning a 
corresponding logical processor mapped the selected physical processor". It is 
recommended this be changed to "assigning a corresponding logical processor mapped 
to the selected physical processor". 

4. As per Claim 8, lines 1-3 recite, "power usage and generation of heat is reduced 
reducing power used by the selected device." It is recommended this be changed to 
"power usage and generation of heat is are reduced by reducing power used by the 
selected device." 

5. As per Claim 19, lines 9-10 recite, "second reassigning the logical processor 
corresponding back to the selected physical processor." Consider revising this to recite, 
"second reassigning means for reassigning the logical processor corresponding back to 
the selected physical processor." 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

» 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1 - 3, 6, 8, 12 - 14, 20 - 22, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Culbert et al. (U.S. PG-Pub No. 2005/0049729). 

8. As per Claim 1 , Culbert et al. (hereinafter, referred to as "Culbert") teach a 
method in a data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data 
processing system (Abstract and paragraph [0052], lines 1-3), the method comprising: 

receiving an alert through an alert mechanism (paragraph [0054], lines 1 1-12), 
wherein the alert is at least one of a power alert and a thermal alert (paragraph [0054], 
lines 5-7)] 

altering operation of a selected device within the set of devices in response to the 
alert, wherein at least one of power usage and generation of heat by the selected 
device is reduced (paragraph [0071] and paragraph [0179], lines 14-19, 30-39, and 45- 
48). 
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9. As per Claim 2, Culbert teaches that the set of devices is a set of processors 
(paragraph [0052], line 3). 

10. As per Claim 3, Culbert does not disclose the data processing system having 
multiple logical partitions, thus, it is inherent that the data processing system has a 
single logical partition. 

11. As per Claim 6, Culbert teaches that the set of devices is at least a set of 
processors. 

12. As per Claim 8, Culbert teaches the method wherein reducing power used by the 
selected device reduces power usage and generation of heat (paragraph [0179], lines 
14-19). 

13. As per Claims 12 and 13, they are directed to a data processing system for 
managing a set of devices in the data processing system. Since Culbert teaches the 
claimed method in a data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data 
processing system as applied to Claims 1 and 2 above, Culbert also teaches the data 
processing system for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 

14. As per Claim 14, it is directed to a data processing system for managing a set of 
devices in the data processing system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed method in a 
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data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data processing system as 
applied to Claim 3 above, Culbert also teaches the data processing system for 
managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 

15. As per Claims 20 and 21 , they are directed to a computer program product in a 
computer readable medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing 
system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed method in a data processing system for 
managing a set of devices in the data processing system as applied to Claims 1 and 2 
above, Culbert also teaches the computer program product in a computer readable 
medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 

16. As per Claim 22, it is directed to a computer program product in a computer 
readable medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. Since 
Culbert teaches the claimed method in a data processing system for managing a set of 
devices in the data processing system as applied to Claim 3 above, Culbert also 
teaches the computer program product in a computer readable medium for managing a 
set of devices in the data processing system. 

17. As per Claim 28, Culbert teaches the claimed data processing system as applied 
to Claims12 above. Culbert also teaches the data processing system comprising a bus 
system connected to a memory and a processing unit (paragraph [0047], lines 1-4). 
The set of instructions would inherently be stored in the memory. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

18. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claims 4, 5, 9 - 1 1, 15 - 19, 23 - 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Culbert et al. as applied to Claims 1,2, 13, and 21 above, and 
further in- view of Uchishiba et al. (U.S. PG-Pub No. 2002/0016812). 

20. As per Claim 4, Culbert teaches the method for managing a set of devices in a 
data processing system as applied to Claim 2 above. However, Culbert does not teach 
that the set of devices are a set of physical processors mapped to an equal set of 
logical processors. Specifically, Culbert teaches the managing of physical processors. 
Culbert fails to teach the managing of physical and logical processors. 

21 . Uchishiba et al. (hereinafter, referred to as "Uchishiba") teach a method of 
managing physical processors, as well as logical processors (paragraph [0062] and Fig. 
7), wherein the physical processors are mapped to the logical processors (paragraph 
[0063]). 
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22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Culbert and Uchishiba because they both teach a method of managing a 
set of physical processors. Uchishiba's disclosure of logical processors shows that 
physical processors can be mapped to logical processors. 

23. As per Claim 5, Culbert teaches a method of altering operation of a selected 
physical processor by turning off the selected physical processor (paragraph [0071 J). 

Uchishiba teaches a method of assigning a corresponding logical processor 
mapped to the selected physical processor to another physical processor in the equal 
set of logical processors (paragraph [0064]). 

24. As per Claim 9, Culbert and Uchishiba teach the claimed matter as applied to the 
combined teachings of Claims 1 and 4 above. 

25. As per Claim 10, Culbert and Uchishiba teach the claimed matter as applied to 
Claim 5 above. When the physical processor is powered down, as taught above, it 
would have been obvious that it is not available. 

26. As per Claim 1 1 , it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
alter operation of the selected physical processor back to an original state and to 
reassign the logical processor corresponding back to the selected physical processor 
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when another alert is sent to cancel the original claimed alert of the receiving step 
before the original alert is sent. This would have been obvious because a second alert 
should be sent when it is determined that altering operation of a processors is 
unnecessary or unwanted, for any given reason. 

27. As per Claims 15 and 16, it is directed to a data processing system for managing 
a set of devices in the data processing system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed 
method in a data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data 
processing system as applied to Claims 4 and 5, respectfully above, Culbert also 
teaches the data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data 
processing system. Since it is known in the art that a physical processor may be 
mapped to two or more logical processors, it would have been obvious that set of 
physical processors are mapped to an unequal set of logical processors. 

28. As per Claims 17 - 19, it is directed to a data processing system for managing a 
set of devices in the data processing system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed 
method in a data processing system for managing a set of devices in the data 
processing system as applied to Claim 9-11 above, Culbert also teaches the data 
processing system for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 

29. As per Claim 23 and 24, they are directed to a computer program product in a 
computer readable medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing 
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system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed method in a data processing system for 
managing a set of devices in the data processing system as applied to Claims 4, 15, 
and 5 above, Culbert also teaches the computer program product in a computer 
readable medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 

30. As per Claim 25 - 27, they are directed to a computer program product in a 
computer readable medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing 
system. Since Culbert teaches the claimed method in a data processing system for 
managing a set of devices in the data processing system as applied to Claims 9-11 
above, Culbert also teaches the computer program product in a computer readable 
medium for managing a set of devices in the data processing system. 



31. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Culbert et 
al. as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Madukkarumukumana et al. (U.S. 
PG-Pub No. 2005/0125580). 

32. As per Claim 7, Culbert teaches the receiving and altering steps as applied to 
Claim 1 above. Culbert does not teach that the receiving and altering steps of the 
claimed method are performed by a runtime abstraction layer. Specifically, Culbert 
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teaches a method of managing a set of devices in a data processing system. Culbert 
fails to mention that a runtime abstraction layer performs the claimed steps. 

33. Madukkarumukumana et al. (hereinafter, referred to as "Madukkarumukumana") 
teach a method of managing a set of devices in a data processing system (Fig. 2), 
wherein managing the processors is performed by an abstraction layer (paragraph 
[0016]). 

34. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Culbert and Madukkarumukumana because they both teach a method of 
managing a set of devices in a data processing system. Madukkarumukumana's 
teaching of an abstraction layer in the data processing system would allow the receiving 
and altering steps to performed by the abstraction layer. 



Conclusion 

35. Any inquiry concerning this communication from the examiner should be directed 
to Hah Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-2743. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Thursday from 8:00am - 5:30pm and every other Friday from 
8:00am -4:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee, can be reached at 571-272-3667. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of the application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for , 
published application may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct. uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll free). 

Hari Patel 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 15 




